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The  Montana  FWP  received  an  initial  application  dated  May  17,  1999  from  Charles  Samuelson  to 
develop  an  elk  game  farm  (i.e.,  alternative  livestock)  in  Powder  River  County,  Montana.  Two  other 
applicants  - Lou  Ann  Herrmann  and  Drew  Lewis  - are  listed  on  the  application.  FWP  accepted  the 
application  as  complete  in  a letter  to  Mr.  Samuelson  dated  July  14,  1999. 

The  proposed  Twin  Buttes  Elk  Game  Farm  would  place  up  to  59  head  of  elk  (2  bulls,  30  cows,  and 
27  calves  at  full  capacity)  on  a year-round  basis  on  50  acres  of  fee-title  land  located  approximately 
20  miles  southwest  of  the  town  of  Broadus  along  the  Powder  River  valley  bottom.  The  applicant 
indicates  that  the  calves  would  be  sold  each  fall  and  would  most  likely  be  gone  from  the  game  farm 
by  November  of  each  year.  Mr.  Samuelson  and  Ms.  Herrmann  will  live  at  the  residence  located  near 
the  northeast  comer  of  the  proposed  game  farm  site.  Mr.  Lewis  owns  the  ranch  on  which  the  game 
farm  site  is  located. 

Purposes  of  the  proposed  game  farm  include  breeding  stock,  meat  production,  and  antler  production. 
The  initial  20  cow  elk  to  be  released  into  the  proposed  game  farm  would  come  from  the  Black  Hills 
Elk  Game  Farm,  South  Dakota  (currently  owned  by  Ms.  Herrmann). 

FWP  prepared  a Draft  EA  for  the  proposed  Twin  Buttes  Elk  Game  Farm  which  identified  no 
significant  impacts  from  the  Proposed  Action  that  could  not  be  mitigated.  The  Draft  EA  was 
released  for  public  review  and  comment  September  17,  1999.  Public  comments  were  accepted 
through  October  8,  1999.  The  Department  has  reviewed  and  responded  to  the  public  comments. 
Refer  to  the  Final  EA  for  a discussion  of  the  public  comments  and  the  department  responses. 

Proposed  Decision 

Based  upon  our  review  of  the  EA,  the  game  farm  license  application  file  and  the  information 
noted  below,  the  FWP  has  determined  that  a license  to  operate  the  game  farm  in  question  will 
be  issued.  The  issuance  of  this  license  is  contingent  upon  approval  of  fence  construction. 
Department  of  Livestock  approval  of  quarantine  and  handling  facilities  and  the  Licensee’s 
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adherence  to  the  stipulation  listed  below.  The  Licensee  will  have  two  years  from  the  date  of 
this  approval  to  complete  fence  construction  as  submitted  in  his  application.  Changes  from  the 
application  must  be  approved  by  FWP  prior  to  implementation  of  modifications. 

Licensee  must  be  in  compliance  with  all  game  farm  statutes,  rules  and  regulations  of  Montana 
Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parts  and  Department  of  Livestock.  Current  regulations  are  attached  for  the 
applicant's  information,  but  it  is  the  licensee's  responsibility  to  keep  up  with  any  changes  in 
the  laws  or  regulations.  The  Licensee  must  also  comply  with  the  stipulation  listed  below. 

REQUIRED  STIPULATION 

The  following  stipulation  is  imposed  by  FWP  for  the  Twin  Buttes  Game  Farm  and  is  designed  to 
mitigate  significant  impacts  identified  in  the  EA  to  below  the  level  of  significance: 

Submit  a written  fence-monitoring  plan  to  FWP  for  approval  prior  to  FWP  granting  the  game 
farm  license.  Hazard  trees  (e.g.,  large  cottonwoods  proximal  to  the  fence)  shall  be  removed 
from  either  side  of  the  perimeter  fence.  Where  the  perimeter  fence  is  to  be  located  parallel  to 
a raised  roadbed  or  ditch,  the  fence  shall  be  raised  (minimum  of  2 feet)  or  setback  (minimum 
of  1 Ofeet)  sufficiently  to  prevent  a height  advantage  for  possible  ingress/egress.  If  it  appears 
that  fence  integrity  may  be  compromised  because  of  flooding  and/or  ice  conditions  in  the 
Powder  River,  the  licensee  shall  immediately  remove  all  elk  from  the  pasture(s)  closest  to  the 
river  and  transfer  the  elk  to  the  12-acre  southeastern  pasture.  If  repairs  are  required  of  the 
perimeter  fence  due  to  flooding  or  ice  flow  conditions,  no  elk  shall  be  placed  back  into  the 
affected  pasture(s)  until  a FWP  representative  inspects  the  fence  for  game-proof  condition. 
Should  ingress  of  wildlife  during  winter  become  a problem,  areas  prone  to  snow  drifting  shall 
be  identified  and  the  fence  height  raised  sufficiently  to  prevent  ingress/egress.  Game  farm 
animals  shall  be  temporarily  removed  from  any  game  farm  pasture  through  which  domestic 
cows/calves  are  transported. 


This  stipulation  is  imposed  to  mitigate  a potentially  significant  risk  to  fence  integrity  and  the 
resulting  potential  contact  with  domestic  livestock  and/or  wildlife.  Risk  to  livestock  and 
wildlife  from  contact  between  game  farm  animals  and  domestic  livestock  and  wild  game  is 
potentially  significant  due  to  the  site  being  located  in  an  area  currently  utilized  by  domestic 
livestock  and  wild  game 


RECOMMENDED  MITIGATION  MEASURES 

The  following  recommended  mitigation  measures  address  minor  impacts  identified  in  the  Twin  Buttes 
Elk  Game  Farm  EA  for  resources  that  have  the  most  potential  effects  from  the  Proposed  Action: 


Maintain  a reasonable  stocking  rate  within  the  game  farm  enclosures  to  minimize  changes 
in  soil  structure  and  potential  increases  in  erosion  from  disturbed  ground.  A "reasonable 
stocking  rate"  is  defined  under  "EA  Definitions"  on  the  first  page  of  Part  II  in  this  EA. 

Dust  management  activities  include  vegetating  exposed  ground  where  possible,  protecting 
fill  piles  from  wind  erosion,  and  limiting  ground  disturbance  to  only  the  area  necessary  to 
complete  the  job. 

Employ  the  following  best  management  practices  (BMPs)  to  reduce  odor  problems  if  they 
occur.  (1)  incorporate  waste  into  soil  quickly  by  plowing  or  discing;  (2)  spread  waste  during 
cool  weather  or  in  the  morning  during  warm,  dry  weather;  and  (3)  properly  dispose  of 
animal  carcasses.  Carcasses  should  not  be  disposed  of  in  or  adjacent  to  water  bodies,  roads, 
and  ditches. 


Maintain  a reasonable  stocking  rate  in  the  area  to  mitigate  potential  impacts  from  runoff  and 
fecal  matter.  Potential  water  quality  impacts  also  could  be  minimized  by  disposing  dead 
animals,  gut  piles,  and  excess  fecal  material  at  a site  that  is  isolated  from  surface  water  and 
groundwater  (disposal  must  meet  county  regulations  for  solid  waste). 

For  any  areas  that  may  have  erosion  and  sedimentation  problems,  utilize  best  management 
practices  (BMPs)  where  surface  water  could  drain  directly  to  the  Powder  River.  The  BMPs 
may  include  earth  berms,  straw  bale  dikes,  vegetative  buffer  zones,  and/or  silt  fences. 

Monitor  the  proposed  game  farm  site  for  invasion  of  noxious  weeds  and  treat  affected  areas 
in  a timely  manner.  Should  noxious  weeds  continue  to  be  detected,  a weed  control  program 
should  be  implemented  to  control  the  weeds,  if  not  already  in-place. 

Provide  supplemental  feed  and  minerals  to  the  elk  on  a yearlong  basis  to  reduce  excessive 
grazing  on  preferred  pasture  plants. 

Store  hay,  feed,  and  salt  away  from  exterior  fences  or  enclose  in  bear-resistant  containers  or 
buildings. 

Feed  game  farm  animals  at  interior  portions  of  the  enclosure  and  not  along  the  perimeter 
fence. 

Remove  dead  animals,  excess  fecal  material,  and  waste  feed  from  the  game  farm  and  deposit 
at  an  approved  site  not  likely  to  be  used  by  humans,  and  domestic  and  wild  animals. 

If  fence  integrity  or  ingress/egress  becomes  a problem,  adjustment  of  fence  requirements  to 
include  double  fencing,  internal  fencing,  electrification,  or  increased  height  may  become 
necessary. 

During  winters  of  exceptional  snow  cover,  removal  of  snow  on  either  side  of  the  enclosure 
fence  may  be  required  to  prevent  ingress  and  egress. 


Escort  persons  into  and  out  of  the  game  farm  perimeter  fence  who  may  need  to  access  the 
powerline  under  the  easement  agreement  assure  that  a gate  is  not  inadvertently  left  open. 

If  archeological  artifacts  are  observed  during  construction  of  the  game  farm  fence  or  from 
other  activities,  work  should  stop  in  the  area  and  the  discovery  reported  to  the  Montana 
Historical  Society,  Historic  Preservation  Office,  in  Helena. 


The  Department  has  the  duty  under  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act  to  conduct  an 
additional  environmental  review  if  the  action  approved  by  the  agency  changes,  subsequent  to 
the  agency’s  original  approval,  in  a manner  which  has  impacts  substantially  different  from 
those  which  were  reviewed  in  the  original  MEPA  review.  Ravalli  County  Fish  and  Game 
Association  v.  Montana  Department  of  State  Lands.  273  Mont.  371,  903  P.2d  1362  (1995). 

For  that  reason,  the  Department  provides  notice  that  the  MEPA  review  performed  for  the 
instant  license  application  reviewed  the  impacts  of  a game  farm  with  59  elk.  To  the  extent  that 
the  applicant  hereafter  increases  the  number  or  species  of  animals  or  makes  other  significant 
changes  to  the  operation,  a supplemental  MEPA  review  may  be  conducted. 


Regional  Supervisor 


Please  sign  and  return  the  original  to  FWP  to  indicate  your  concurrence  with  the  license 
stipulations  listed  above.  A copy  of  the  signed  decision  will  be  provided  to  you  for  your 
records. 

Mail  to:  Don  Hyyppa,  Montana  Fish,Wildlife  & Parks,  Box  1630,  Miles  City,  MT  59301 


November  5.  1999 


Don  Hyyppa 


Date 


Charles  Samuelson 


Date 
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303  Irene  Street 
Helena,  Montana  59601 
; : P.O.  Box  4699 

Helena,  Montana  59604 

/ 

(406)443-5210 
Fax:  (406)449-3729 


DATE:  October  20,  1999 

TO:  Don  Hyyppa,  FWP  Region  7,  P.O.  Box  1630,  Miles  City,  MT  59301 

CC:  Tim  Feldner,  FWP  Enforcement  Division,  PO  Box  200701,  Helena  MT  59620 

(w/out  disc) 


FROM: 


Doug  Rogness  and  Chris  Cronin,  Maxim  Technologies 


SUBJECT:  Final  EA 

Samuelson  - Twin  Buttes  Elk  Game  Farm 


Attached  is  the  Final  environmental  assessment  (EA)  for  the  proposed  Twin  Buttes  Elk  Game 
Farm  near  Broadus.  Please  review  the  responses  to  public  comments  and  be  sure  that  they 
properly  represent  FWP  point-of-views.  We’ve  also  enclosed  a disc  of  the  text  in  Wordperfect 
5. 1 in  case  you  need  to  make  any  last-minute  edits.  According  to  our  schedule,  the  Decision 
Document  and  Final  EA  should  be  sent  out  by  Thursday,  November  11,  1999, 

Please  feel  free  to  contact  us  with  any  comments  or  questions. 


— Jv/i  \ 


11 Providing  Cost-Effective  Solutions  to  Clients  Nationwide" 
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FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 
TWIN  BUTTES  ELK  GAME  FARM 


MONTANA  ENVIRONMENTAL  POLICY  ACT  (MEPA)  PROCESS 

.hrr„l?h;W“e  S PafkS  (FWP)  IS  rW,Uired  ,0  parf°""  an  env'r°nmental  analysis  in  accordance  with 

^her  matr  ac3nr?!  P°liCy  ^ <MEPA)  Pr°P°Sa' ,0r  pr0)ec,s'  p"Va™.  Ration,  a"d 

other  major  actons  of  state  government  significantly  affecting  the  quality  of  the  human  environment" 

deteZinTwhethef8  °'  1ARM1  122  430)'  ^ prepares  environmental  assessments  (EAs)  to 

determine  whether  a project  would  have  a significant  effect  on  the  environment. 

aDDroDdate  to  mZT™’  “ le9's'alljre’  have  determined  that  the  alternative  livestock  industry  is 

TheTevd  of  hsTthat  eS  u"ders,00d  that  ,hls  ca™s  wilh  * dome  risk  that  cannot  be  reduced  to  zero, 
ne  level  of  risk  that  a particular  project  may  introduce  must  be  evaluated  by  FWP  (through  the  MEPA 

P acS  Z9haefre  T"'’  ne9°,ia,ed  ™'eS  aPd  S,aPdards  ,hare‘"'  aa  «•  - estabS 
elsewhere  demonstrated  to  be  sufficiently  effective  measures  for  similar  conditions 


hom'ilinn'toH^r  parame,ers’  FWP  demines  that  a project  would  have  a significant  impact  that  cannot 
(EIS)  before  makto'n°r  la,pac1,  the  aflency  will  prepare  a more  detailed  environmental  impact  statement 
( ) before  making  a decision.  If  the  agency  determines  that  a proposed  project  will  not  have  a 

significant  impact,  or  that  the  impact  can  be  mitigated  to  minor  or  none,  the  agency  may  make  its  licensing 

Code  AnnSLU(MCA>STfi  **  Cr'‘eria  eslablished  under  M°"tana  Same  fa™  statute  Montana 

ooae  Annotated  (MCA)  Title  87,  Chapter  4,  Part  4. 

Mitigation  measures  may  be  considered  in  FWP’s  analysis  as  a means  to  reduce  impact(s)  of  a game  farm 

measu  el to Z ^ Tf’  '°  3 leVe'  siS"iflda"pa'  ™P  ^ a'a°  recommend  mitigation 
Q ° 6dU^e  'mpacts  that  are  considered  minor.  FWP  prepared  a Draft  EA  for  the  proposed  Twin 

mit  Game  Fa'm  wh,ch  identified  no  significant  impacts  from  the  Proposed  Action  that  could  not  be 

e ra  A was  released  for  public  review  and  comment  September  17  1999.  Public 

comments  were  accepted  through  October  8,  1999. 


The  Draft  EA,  as  modified  herein,  and  this  Final  EA  are  hereby  approved  as  the  Final  EA.  This  Final  EA 

pnvirnn  ^ BUtt6S  Bk  Game  Farm  contains  summaries  of  the  Proposed  Action,  affected 

envi  onment,  and  potential  consequences  of  the  Proposed  Action,  all  of  which  are  described  in  additional 

innf  EA  which  is  adopted  in  this  Final  EA.  This  document  also  describes  mitigation 
measures,  includes  public  comments,  and  provides  the  conclusion  of  the  EA.  The  preferred  alternative 
the  Proposed  Action  with  one  required  stipulation  and  several  recommended  mitigation  measures 


Twin  Buttes  Elk  Game  Farm  - Final  EA  (October  1999) 
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PROPOSED  GAME  FARM  APPLICATION 

In  lZZ7fZPneCeT  8n, inlt  r ' aPPliCa,i°"  da,ed  M3y  1 7' 11 999  ,rom  Charles  Samuelson  to  develop 

In in  P°Wder  RiVer  C°Un,y’  Montana-  T"°  other  applicants  - 

complete  h aTetter  to  Mr  T T T ”Sted  °"  'be  apPllca,ion'  ™p  accepted  the  applicator,  as 
complete  in  a letter  to  Mr.  Samuelson  dated  July  14,  1999.  The  proposed  Twin  Buttes  Elk  Game  Farm 

on  50  acres  offee  tL"  la'nd^  'Yh  bU"S’  3°  ^ 27  C3'VeS  * fU"  Cap3City)  °n  3 year-™"d  basis 

on  50  acres  of  fee-title  land  located  approximately  20  miles  southwest  of  the  town  of  Broadus  alonq  the 

most  L?'Vhr  eyfb0tt0m’  The  aPPlicant  indicates  that  the  calves  would  be  sold  each  fall  and  would 

w^ve a 'theer9esidenc0m|  thet9Hme  **  N°Vember  °f  6aCh  year  Mr  Samuel*°"  and  Ms.  Herrmann 

which  me  ^ame  farm  lYT  ^ °f the  Pr°P°Sed  g3me  farm  site'  The  ranch 

wnicn  tne  game  farm  site  is  located  is  owned  by  Mr.  Lewis. 

ThePMtol  2o“LPTto  h °T  ,aT  lnClUde:  breeding  S,0Ck'  meat  ProduP»°".  and  antler  production. 

Game  Farm  Sol  nav  ? , ,nt0  ,he  ProPosed  3ame  'arm  dome  from  the  Black  Hills  Elk 

Game  Farm,  South  Dakota  (currently  owned  by  Ms.  Herrmann). 

or^klTvclnll  T*  W0Uld,  be  Cdns,ruc,ed  for  lhd  5°-adfP  same  farm  and  would  remain  latched 

ritorrrir*  animalS  are  m°Ved  in‘°  0r  out  of  ,he  '"'‘“sure,  at  which  time  the 
, ° °red  10  prevent  ingress/egress.  Several  additional  internal  gates  would  allow 

WM  anfmals  fZ  'he  Planned  f°Ur  ln'erna'  pas,ures  and  ,he  Soarantine  facility. 

TOP  an^Momana  nW°a  be,re,™ved  ,rom  the  Same  farm  enclosure  prior  to  issuance  of  the  license  by 
FWP  and  Montana  Department  of  Livestock  (DoL).  Cattle  would  be  allowed  to  graze  on  pastures  adiacent 

lueah7e°Soam9are  , ACC°rdi"9 '°  Mr SamlJe's°n’  dows/calves  may  occasionally  be  directed 
through  the  game  farm  enclosure  to  get  from  one  pasture  to  another. 

Fence  construction  would  be  completed  in  accordance  with  requirements  of  FWP  under  ARM  12  6 1531 

“ ?Kdn9  ???  C°nSiSt  °f  8'f°0t  hi9h’  hi9h-tensile,  tightlock  woven  wire  game  fence.  The  fence 

rrnYYn  T '"!!  *°  Pr°V'de  n0t  m°re  than  3 inches  of  9round  France.  Where  the  fence  would 

and  nY  ITT  ?!  ’ ,rre9Ular  gr0Und  Surface  W0uld  be  flattened  t0  a grater  extent.  A handling 

_ 9 3 nl T hv' % b®  '°Cated  ne3r  th®  northeast  Portion  of  the  proposed  game  farm  site  for 

purposes  of  handling  and  testing  the  elk;  this  facility  would  be  constructed  to  meet  DoL  standards. 

ALTERNATIVES 

°nYaYnatiVe  (N°  ACti°n  Alternative)  is  evaluated  in  this  EA.  Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  FWP 

farm  YnYS|SUe  8 Pr°P°Sed  TWI'"  Butt6S  E'k  Game  Farm  as  Pr°P°sed.  Therefore,  no  game 

fa  m an.mals  would  be  placed  in  the  proposed  fenced  enclosure.  Implementation  of  the  No  Action 

Alternative  would  no  preclude  other  activities  allowed  under  local,  state  and  federal  laws  to  take  place  at 
sdecte^b  FwY6  ™ ^ ^ ^ C°ntinUe  35  C3tt'e  P3StUre  if  the  N°  Action  Altemative  were 
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AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT 


The  Pr°posed  game  farm  site  consists  of  50  acres  of  level  bottomland  in  the  Powder  River  Valley.  The 

ha!  " nf  3h  elevat,°;  °f  ab0Ut  3’200  feet  and  is  currently  used  as  rangeland  and  to  grow  irrigated  grass 
hay.  Upland  areas  of  breaks-type  topography  lie  to  the  south  of  the  game  farm  site.  The  Powder  River 

Inn! 1/4'/2  mi'e  n0rth  °f  the  site-  Alluvium  associated  with  the  Powder  River  has  been 
deposited  on  the  sandstone,  siltstone  and  shale  of  the  Tertiary-age  Fort  Union  Formation.  There  are  three 

and  G ten  hem  ZT"' Pr°P°Sed  9ame  ^ ***  “ Halverson  silty  clay  loam,  Halverson  silt  loam, 
the  game  farm  site33"^  °am’  State'owned  and  BLM  land  occur  in  scattered  parcels  within  3 miles  of 

Irtentn  C°nf StS  ? a13'acre  irrigated  hay  Pasture  oriented  north-south  and  a 37-acre  rangeland  pasture 
° ' rh6  n 6aS  WeSt:  ,An 'rr,gat,on  canal  and  dikes  prevent  runoff  from  highlands  south  of  the  site  from 
reaching  the  remaining  37  acres  of  the  proposed  game  farm.  However,  during  the  spring,  groundwater 
seepage  collects  beside  a north-south  oriented  dike  located  approximately  250  feet  west  of  ihe  quarantine 

afGS.  ~ 


dow^trTm  Powd®r  River  ,s  used  for  irrigation  by  the  surrounding  ranching  operations  and  numerous 

!r!orX  !!lpn!T  h f 9ment  °f  the  P°Wder  RiV6r  adj°ining  the  Site  has  not  been  classified  a*  a 

priority  segment  for  development  of  a Total  Maximum  Daily  Load  (TMDL)  (Montana  Department  of 

r^Tm  Q (DEQ)  1998)'  The  nearest  9a9ing  station  on  the  Powder  River  is  located  near 

comoiled  forTh!?’  appr°X'mate,y  20  miles  downstream  of  the  site.  Floodplain  maps  have  not  been 
combed  for  the  Powder  R.ver  near  the  site.  Ice  jams  commonly  form  on  the  Powder  River  in  late  winter 
and  early  spring  and  often  cause  floodwater  to  inundate  adjoining  bottomlands.  The  proposed  game  farm 
facility  ,s  approximately  1 0 to  20  feet  higher  in  elevation  than  the  adjacent  river. 

Groundwater  beneath  the  site  occurs  in  alluvium  deposited  across  the  bottomlands  by  the  Powder  River 
and  in  underlying  bedrock  of  the  Tertiary-age  Fort  Union  Formation.  The  only  private  wells  located  near 
the  game  farm  site  are  associated  with  the  ranch  on  which  the  game  farm  is  located. 

Lhheprt°P6Sed  9am!larm  iS  comPrised  of  irr'9ated  Hyland  (13  acres;  26%)  and  native  riparian  bottomland 
habitat  (37  acres;  74 /0).  This  site  is  currently  used  to  pasture  cattle  and  horses  and  to  crop  hay  The 
bottomland  vegetation  is  dominated  by  trees,  shrubs  and  herbaceous  plants.  Plains  cottonwood  trees 
occur  with  imited  distribution  at  the  western  portion  of  the  proposed  enclosure,  and  there  is  one  small 
stand  of  willow  within  the  proposed  enclosure.  Estimated  total  forage  production  for  this  50-acre  proposed 

game  farm  site  would  be  126,000  pounds  per  year. 

There  are  no  federally-listed  threatened  or  endangered  plant  species  expected  to  occur  within  the 
proposed  game  farm  site.  At  present,  noxious  weeds  occur  with  limited  distribution,  and  they  probably  do 
not  significantly  influence  the  production  of  palatable  forage  plants. 

The  Proposed  game  farm  site  and  surrounding  land  represent  important  mule  deer  and  white-tailed  deer 

a i at.  Both  species  are  abundant  in  this  area  and  were  observed  in  the  native  bottomland  habitat  of  the 

proposed  game  farm  site  during  the  site  inspection  in  July  1999.  Wild  elk  are  also  present  in  upland  areas 

jacen  o the  proposed  game  farm.  Currently  elk  numbers  are  low,  but  the  population  in  this  area  is 
increasing. 
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not  nrimln,  Ph  cou“  1 )otenl,al1''  Pass  through  this  area,  but  the  bottomlands  of  the  Powder  River  are 

migration  comtofn'1'  rfh  I”'3  d°eS  n°'  repreSe"‘  cdlical  wln,er  ranSe-  nor  •»  « a"  important 
'Z  any  °f  tbe  bl?  9ame  sPecles  in  »"*  ^a.  The  only  large  predator  likely  to  occur  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  game  farm  site  is  the  mountain  lion. 

r,ddttekZrfahna^a!le,d  ,°r0USe  and  pheasants  are  P™*"*  a*on9  the  bottomlands  of  the  Powder  River, 

valtv  J men  h„  h m f°  S“PPOrtS  3 d“rSe  "eotro>>lcal  m'Qratory  bird  community.  The  Powder  River 

this  area  and  rnnlH  fTil  33  "eSlin9  and  wi",erin9  habl,at-  1,16  PereS™e  falcon  is  migratory  through 

lo  enSL  miorTr  S neS'  'n  'he  ViCinilV  °f  lhe  prop°sed  9ame  farm-  1,16  ^PPing  could 
potentially  migrate  through  this  area. 

fiS!l  species’  the  pallid  sturgeon,  originally  occurred  in  the  Yellowstone  River  drainage 
?wn  n hP  r hS  er)’  bUt  there  are  n°  contemP°rary  records  of  this  species  in  the  Powder  River. 

have  been  nrnnn^dT’  l ! ChUb  3"d  Sickle  ""  chub’  potential|y  occur  in  the  Powder  River  and 

a Ttrnnn  3 protection  35  threatened  species.  The  Powder  River  is  considered  to  have 

a strong  native  fish  component  with  a complete  and  diversified  aquatic  insect  community. 

tLhTtlTUndin?  the  Pr°P0Sed  93me  farm  is  cropland  and  Pasture  grazed  by  cattle  and  horses.  Due  to 

anrhpr^  Th^T’  ~d  th®  9ener3'  3rea  haS  historical|y  been  used  by  the  local  farmers  and 

npnlr!  ^ T er  reCeiV6S  SOme  public  fishin9  use-  Public  la"ds  (state  and  BLM)  in  the 

residents  f 3 ^ ^ 16356(1  by  '0C3'  r3nCherS  f°r  agricultural  use  and  occasionally  used  by  local 

~a^r°nlPTS6S  (m°Stly  hUntin9  3nd  f'Shin9)-  A C0Unty  road  extends  northeast- 

levlr^  m Ipf  nf  tl  the  g3me  farm'  There  are  no  Permanent  residences  located  within 

several  miles  of  the  proposed  game  farm  site. 

m°"!t0red  diseases  " brucellosis  and  tuberculosis  - are  potentially  transmittable  from 
domestic  elk  to  cattle  and  horses,  and  vice-versa.  Domestic  livestock  are  currently  pastured  on  adjacent 
rangeland  and  pastureland.  Chronic  wasting  disease  (CWD)  also  has  been  detected  in  game  farm  elk, 
but  the  mode  of  transmission  is  unknown  and  there  is  no  test  for  this  disease  in  living  animals.  CWD  has 
been  a known  wildlife  disease  for  30  years  in  Colorado  and  Wyoming.  There  is  no  evidence  of  CWD 
transmission  to  domestic  livestock  or  humans. 

CONSEQUENCES  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 

Only  primary  resources  that  have  potential  adverse  effects  from  the  Proposed  Action  are  summarized  in 
sec  ion.  etailed  discussion  of  environmental  consequences  is  contained  in  Part  II  of  the  Draft  EA. 

Impacts  to  Land,  Water,  and  Vegetation  Resources 

The  proposed  game  farm  would  likely  have  only  minor  impacts  to  land  and  soil  resources.  Unprotected 
soil  may  easily  be  erodible  by  wind  if  left  unprotected.  If  major  vegetative  cover  is  removed  by  overuse 
either  overgrazing  or  trampling),  soil  may  be  lost  to  wind.  The  susceptibility  of  soil  to  water  erosion  on 
the  proposed  game  farm  is  low  due  to  the  level  topography. 
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^na'^n^TAr’8'0';  “Uld  0CCUr SOme  areas  0f  ,he  ranc"  if  the  storing  rale  exceeds  the 
ry  g P y of  the  pasture,  and  vegetative  cover  is  diminished.  Due  to  the  nearly  level  ground 

se^eesreZna|Pfi°,eHt,al  'S  '°W  ^ “ 3 min°r  p0,en,lal  ,0r  f,00din9  from  ,ha  Powder  River  during  a 

bvXestnH „ h °r  T ,ammi"S  eVenL  11,6  13'acre  '"Bated  paslure  is  Protected  from  flooding 
by  dikes  and  could  be  used  as  a refuge  in  the  event  that  floodwater  affects  other  areas  of  the  game  farm. 

°°T!*IC.e"<  faca'  matter  and  nutrient-enriched  water  may  have  a minor  effect  on  the  quality  of 

orecioteflonevent  MC!  W3'er ViCin"y  °'  'he  ra"Ch'  Primaril''  dUri"9  pari°ds  °f  sn°«  ma"  and  ™i°r 
precipitation  events.  Nutrients  in  runoff  from  the  site  could  potentially  enter  the  Powder  River.  The  ’/.-mile 

or  more  wi  e vegetated  buffer  zone  between  the  site  and  the  river  would  moderate  this  effect  Water 

Si*  • « len,,nad 1 "*  ofhe  site  are  artesian  and  100  fee.  or  more  deep,  so  shoud  nofbe 
affected  by  the  operation. 

Itnr^nnP0Sted  Act|°"  WOuld  place  up  to  32  adult  el«  and  27  calf  elk  (up  to  5 months  old)  on  50  acres.  This 

^Ir  nnn  H -T n aCreS  P6f  3dult  ^ 1716  occupancy  period  far  the  adult  elk  would  be  on  a 

Lm  _ito9  aS!3’  3 °[  m°St  0f  the  caives  would  be  sold  py  November  of  each  year.  The  proposed  game 
h Wf°U  tv- SUPP  y °nly  ab°Ut  90%  °f  fora9e  needs  for  proposed  maximum  number  of  elk.  The 
9 H3?  15  Considered  moderate  to  high  and  would  contribute  to  the  long-term  decline  of 
fppH  l0"  r®S0UrCes  both  in  terms  of  Plant  sPecies  composition  and  productivity  of  the  site.  Supplemental 
wnlTJ  be;:Ted  t0  SUStain  the  elk  durins  the  "growing  season.  Under  intensive  grazing,  there 

Zlf  t , Perennia'  Pal3table  P'antS  t0  annual  f0rbs  and  grasses‘  Noxious  weeds  were 

apparent  at  this  site  and,  under  an  intensive  grazing  regime,  these  weeds  would  be  expected  to  increase 
in  abundance. 


Impacts  to  Wildlife  Resources 


The  exclusion  of  wild  deer  from  50  acres  would  displace  a few  resident  deer  from  quality  habitat  along  the 
ow  er  River  Due  to  the  narrow  "L"  shaped  configuration  of  the  proposed  enclosure,  it  would  interfere 
somewhat  with  deer  movement  along  the  Powder  River.  Some  deer  would  likely  be  forced  up  to  the 
county  road  while  other  deer  would  travel  along  the  Powder  River.  The  proposed  game  farm  could 
influence  the  survivorship  of  a few  individual  deer,  but  likely  would  not  influence  the  deer  population  in  this 

ar.®a-  ,™e  9ame  farm  would  exclude  deer  less  than  1%  of  the  river  bottomland  habitat  in  this  area, 
th ' t D°MPa/S,  ^ through  this  area  on  occasion  and  may  be  attracted  to  the  game  farm  especially  during 
e rut.  Bulls  fighting  through  the  fence  and  damaging  the  fence  has  been  reported  elsewhere.  Although 
mountain  lions  could  potentially  pass  through  this  area  and  be  attracted  to  the  game  farm  elk,  the 

likelihood  of  a lion  entering  the  game  farm  is  reduced  somewhat  because  the  game  farm  site  is  located 
away  from  the  timbered  breaks. 


p and  game  birds  (wild  turkey,  pheasant,  and  sharp-tailed  grouse)  inhabit  this  area;  the  loss  of  nesting 
cover  on  50  acres  of  land  would  not  likely  influence  overall  populations  of  these  birds  since  this  area  is 
only  a minor  part  of  the  available  nesting  habitat.  It  is  unlikely  that  the  proposed  game  farm  would  change 
the  river  water  quality  or  influence  long-term  persistence  of  native  fish  populations.  The  containment  of 
up  o 2 adult  elk  and  27  calf  elk  on  the  50  acres  on  a year-long  basis  is  expected  to  degrade  the  riparian 
bottomlands.  Elk  would  gradually  girdle  and  kill  cottonwood  trees  if  they  are  not  protected.  This  would 
likely  reduce  the  abundance  of  neotropical  migrant  birds  using  the  proposed  game  farm  site. 
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There  is  little  potential  for  transmission  of  water-borne  disease  pathogens,  if  present,  to  be  transported 
out  of  the  game  farm  because  no  surface  water  flows  through  the  game  farm  site.  There  may  be 

n™SH°nal7e  !Pd  fl°W  10  the  3rea  dUrin9  SP0Wmelt  runoff  or  durin9  a heavy  rainstorm;  however,  the 
9 ls  a and  not  conducive  to  runoff.  The  route  of  chronic  wasting  disease  (CWD)  transmission  at 

determined  Unkn°Wn:  therefore’  the  Potential  for  transmission  by  soil,  water  or  other  media  cannot  be 

The  risk  of  disease  being  passed  from  game  farm  elk  to  domestic  livestock  would  be  minimal  if  fence 
integrity 's  maintained  and  the  stipulations  and/or  mitigation  measures  described  in  this  EA  are  followed. 

o en  lal  for  disease  transmission  to  domestic  livestock  from  game  farm  animals  is  also  mitigated  through 
DoL  disease  testing  requirements.  Montana  is  presently  a tuberculosis-free  and  brucellosis-free  state  (i  e 
these  diseases  have  not  been  diagnosed  in  domestic  livestock).  Each  game  farm  is  required  to  have 
access  to  an  isolation  pen  (quarantine  facility)  on  the  game  farm  or  approved  quarantine  plan  to  isolate 
any  animals  that  are  imported  or  become  ill. 

There  is  a potential  of  domestic  elk  to  carry  or  become  infected  with  a contagious  wildlife  disease  or 
parasite  such  as  tuberculosis,  and  then  come  in  contact  (through-the-fence,  nose-to-nose,  nose-to-soil 
or  ingress/egress)  with  wild  deer,  elk,  or  other  wildlife.  Potential  for  disease  transmission  to  wildlife  from 
game  farm  animals  is  also  mitigated  through  DoL  disease  testing  requirements.  The  release  of  a 
contagious  disease  in  the  wild  could  impact  more  than  neighboring  deer  or  elk  since  they  are  capable  of 
mov.ng  considerable  distances  on  a seasonal  basis.  It  is  also  possible  diseases  and  parasites  carried  by 
wild  deer  or  elk  could  be  introduced  to  the  domestic  elk. 

Fence  integrity  must  be  maintained  to  minimize  the  potential  for  ingress  and  egress.  Areas  on  the  game 
farm  site  that  are  prone  to  flooding  and/or  ice-flow  damage  from  the  Powder  River  and  snow-drifting  along 
e perimeter  fence  have  the  potential  to  significantly  affect  fence  integrity,  if  they  were  to  occur  Large 
cottonwood  trees  are  located  near  some  of  the  perimeter  fence-line  and  thus  could  compromise  fence 
integrity.  Some  of  the  proposed  perimeter  fence-line  also  is  parallel  to  a road  and  earthen  dikes  that  are 
raised  up  to  5 feet  higher  than  the  pasture;  therefore,  the  effective  height  of  the  fence  could  be  reduced 
if  the  fence  is  placed  near  these  structures. 


Impacts  to  Land  Use  and  Community 


e proposed  game  farm  would  be  compatible  with  existing  agricultural  land  uses.  The  game  farm  would 
result  in  the  loss  of  about  13  acres  of  irrigated  hayland  and  37  acres  of  native  riparian  bottomland  habitat 
to  be  used  for  pasturing  elk.  With  respect  to  land  use,  no  significant  conflicts  should  result  between 
operation  of  the  game  farm  and  the  agricultural  or  residential  areas.  Potential  effects  of  the  game  farm 
on  adjacent  property  values  is  difficult  to  evaluate  because  some  nearby  property  owners  may  like  the  idea 
of  a game  farm,  whereas  others  would  find  it  undesirable. 

Cumulative  Effects 

The  Proposed  Action  would  result  in  potential  impacts  that  are  individually  minor,  but  not  cumulatively 
significant.  Due  to  the  sparsely  populated  area  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  game  farm  site  no 
cumulative  impacts  to  wildlife  or  habitat  are  expected 
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REQUIRED  STIPULATIONS 


The  following  stipulation  is  imposed  by  FWP  for  the  Twin  Buttes  Elk  Game  Farm  and  is  designed  to 
mitigate  significant  impacts  identified  in  the  EA  to  below  the  level  of  significance: 

Submit  a written  fence  monitoring  plan  to  FWP  for  approval  prior  to  FWP  granting  the  game  farm 
license.  Hazard  trees  (e.g.,  large  cottonwoods  proximal  to  the  fence)  shall  be  removed  from 
either  side  of  the  perimeter  fence.  Where  the  perimeter  fence  is  to  be  located  parallel  to  a raised 
roadbed  or  ditch,  the  fence  shall  be  raised  (minimum  of  2 feet)  or  set-back  (minimum  of  10  feet) 
sufficiently  to  prevent  a height  advantage  for  possible  ingress/egress.  If  it  appears  that  fence 
integrity  may  be  compromised  because  of  flooding  and/or  ice  conditions  in  the  Powder  River,  the 
licensee  shall  immediately  remove  all  elk  from  the  pasture(s)  closest  to  the  river  and  transfer  the 
e to  the  13-acre  southeastern  pasture.  If  repairs  are  required  of  the  perimeter  fence  due  to 
flooding  or  ice  flow  conditions,  no  elk  shall  be  placed  back  into  the  affected  pasture(s)  until  the 
ence  is  inspected  for  game-proof  condition  by  a FWP  representative.  Should  ingress  of  wildlife 
dunng  winter  become  a problem,  areas  prone  to  snow  drifting  shall  be  identified  and  the  fence 
height  raised  sufficiently  to  prevent  ingress/egress.  Game  farm  animals  shall  be  temporarily 
removed  from  any  game  farm  pasture  through  which  domestic  cows/calves  are  transported. 

This  stipulation  is  imposed  to  mitigate  a potentially  significant  risk  to  fence  integrity  and  the  resulting 
potential  contact  with  domestic  livestock  and/or  wildlife.  Risk  to  livestock  and  wildlife  from  contact  between 
game  arm  animals  and  domestic  livestock  and  wild  game  is  potentially  significant  due  to  the  site  being 
located  in  an  area  currently  utilized  by  domestic  livestock  and  wild  game. 

RECOMMENDED  MITIGATION  MEASURES 


The  following  recommended  mitigation  measures  address  minor  impacts  identified  in  the  Twin  Buttes  Elk 
Game  Farm  EA  for  resources  that  have  the  most  potential  effects  from  the  Proposed  Action: 

Maintain  a reasonable  stocking  rate  within  the  game  farm  enclosures  to  minimize  changes  in  soil 
structure  and  potential  increases  in  erosion  from  disturbed  ground.  A "reasonable  stocking  rate" 
is  defined  under  "EA  Definitions"  on  the  first  page  of  Part  II  in  this  EA. 

Dust  management  activities  include  vegetating  exposed  ground  where  possible,  protecting  fill  piles 
from  wind  erosion,  and  limiting  ground  disturbance  to  only  the  area  necessary  to  complete  the  job. 

Employ  the  following  best  management  practices  (BMPs)  to  reduce  odor  problems  if  they  occur: 
(1)  incorporate  waste  into  soil  quickly  by  plowing  or  discing;  (2)  spread  waste  during  cool  weather 
or  in  the  morning  during  warm,  dry  weather;  and  (3)  properly  dispose  of  animal  carcasses. 
Carcasses  should  not  be  disposed  of  in  or  adjacent  to  water  bodies,  roads,  and  ditches. 

Maintain  a reasonable  stocking  rate  in  the  area  to  mitigate  potential  impacts  from  runoff  and  fecal 
matter.  Potential  water  quality  impacts  also  could  be  minimized  by  disposing  dead  animals,  gut 
piles,  and  excess  fecal  material  at  a site  that  is  isolated  from  surface  water  and  groundwater 
(disposal  must  meet  county  regulations  for  solid  waste). 

For  any  areas  that  may  have  erosion  and  sedimentation  problems,  utilize  best  management 
practices  (BMPs)  where  surface  water  could  drain  directly  to  the  Powder  River.  The  BMPs  may 
include  earth  berms,  straw  bale  dikes,  vegetative  buffer  zones,  and/or  silt  fences. 
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Monitor  the  proposed  game  farm  site  for  invasion  of  noxious  weeds  and  treat  affected  areas  in  a 
hmely  manner.  Should  noxious  weeds  continue  to  be  detected,  a weed  control  program  should 
be  implemented  to  control  the  weeds,  if  not  already  in-place. 

Provide  supplemental  feed  and  minerals  to  the  elk  on  a year-long  basis  to  reduce  excessive 
grazing  on  preferred  pasture  plants. 

buHcHng^’  ^ Salt  3Way  fr°m  exterior  fences  or  enclose  in  bear-resistant  containers  or 

Feed  game  farm  animals  at  interior  portions  of  the  enclosure  and  not  along  the  perimeter  fence. 

^nTnnr«dewd  e,x cess  fecal  material,  and  waste  feed  from  the  game  farm  and  deposit  at 

an  approved  site  not  likely  to  be  used  by  humans,  and  domestic  and  wild  animals. 

Lf,elewlnt!prlty  °r  in9ress/e9ress  becomes  a problem,  adjustment  of  fence  requirements  to 
c ude  double  fencing,  internal  fencing,  electrification,  or  increased  height  may  become  necessary. 

During  winters  of  exceptional  snow  cover,  removal  of  snow  on  either  side  of  the  enclosure  fence 
may  be  required  to  prevent  ingress  and  egress. 

Escort  persons  into  and  out  of  the  game  farm  perimeter  fence  who  may  need  to  access  the 
powerline  under  the  easement  agreement  assure  that  a gate  is  not  inadvertently  left  open. 

If  frc.heol°9lcf  a[tifacts  are  observed  during  construction  of  the  game  farm  fence  or  from  other 
activities  work  should  stop  in  the  area  and  the  discovery  reported  to  the  Montana  Historical 
Society,  Historic  Preservation  Office,  in  Helena. 

SUMMARY  OF  PUBLIC  COMMENTS  AND  FWP  RESPONSES 


nrfohpr^ Ti  QMfo  S«IWin  Bu  tes  E k Game  Farm  Draft  ^ were  accePted  fr°m  September  17  through 
October  8,  1999.  FWP  received  two  public  comment  letters  during  the  public  comment  period. 

Substantive  comments  and  questions  are  reproduced  (paraphrased)  below  with  FWP  responses.  Public 
comments  are  considered  substantive  if  they  relate  to  inadequacies  or  inaccuracies  in  the  analysis  or 
methodologies  used  in  the  Draft  EA,  or  identify  new  impacts  or  recommend  reasonable  new  alternatives 
or  mihgat'on  measures;  or  involve  disagreements  or  interpretations  of  impact  significance.  Comments 
w ich  express  personal  preferences  or  opinions  on  the  proposal  rather  than  on  the  evaluation  itself  are 
included  but  are  not  specifically  addressed. 


WRITTEN  COMMENT  LETTER  NO.  1 
Letter  Issue  la: 

Elk  farming  in  Montana  is  a serious  disease,  parasite,  genetic  and  social  problem. 

Response  la: 

Comment  noted;  concerns  and  potential  impacts  resulting  from  disease,  genetic,  and  social  issues 
are  contained  in  the  Draft  EA. 


Twin  Buttes  Elk  Game  Farm  - Final  EA  (October  1999) 


8 


Letter  Issue  1b: 

7sttnh^LbfTn9  1°  thfPu*lic-  There  is  a long  Montana  tradition  of  public  ownership  of  wildlife  with 
its  fair  harvest  open  to  all  and  participated  in  by  many. 


Response  1b: 

Comment  noted. 


Letter  Issue  1c: 

Montana’s  native  wildlife  co-evoived  with  the  terrain,  vegetation,  water  and  climate, 
genetic  breeding,  evolution  and  change  make  a wild  animal  fit  for  adversity. 


Naturally  occurring 


Response  1c: 

The  applicant  proposes  to  operate  the  game  farm  in  compliance  with  Montana  FWP  and  DoL 
regulations.  Game  farm  operators  must  comply  with  fencing  standards  and  maintain  fencing  in 
a game-proof  condition  at  all  times  to  prevent  animals  from  escaping  or  entering  the  game  farm 
premises  Prior  to  importation  into  Montana,  game  farm  animals  must  be  examined  by  an 
accredited  veterinarian  and  test  negative  for  tuberculosis,  brucellosis,  and  other  diseases  and  must 
test  negative  for  red  deer  hybridization. 


Letter  Issue  Id: 

Elk  farming  is  a business  so  destructive  in  the  Montana  context,  that  it  should  not  be  permitted. 

Response  Id: 

Comment  noted. 


Letter  Issue  1e: 

The  sheer  scale  of  the  game  farming  business,  the  poor  husbandry, 
the  poor  enforcement  of  regulations  and  the  powerful  political  lobbies 
and  disease  spread  inevitable. 


the  illegal  traffic  in  game  animals, 
supporting  it,  will  make  lawbreaking 


Response  1e: 

The  Proposed  Action  does  not  include  the  use  of  poor  animal  husbandry,  or  illegal  activities;  FWP 

and  DoL  periodically  inspect  game  farms  to  ensure  continued  compliance  with  the  license  and 
regulations. 


WRITTEN  COMMENT  LETTER  NO.  2 
Letter  Issue  2a: 

/ know  Butch  Samuelson  to  be  a responsible  and  conscientious  ranch  manager  and  know  Butch  will 
quickly  resolve  any  problems  that  might  occur.  I fully  support  the  Twin  Buttes  Elk  Game  Farm. 

Response  2a: 

Comment  Noted. 


CONCLUSION  OF  THE  EA 


e Draft  EA,  as  modified  herein,  and  this  Final  EA  are  approved  as  the  Final  EA  for  the  Twin  Buttes  Elk 
Game  Farm  The  preferrBd  alternative  is  the  Proposed  Action,  modified  with  the  one  stipulation  listed  in 
tms  Final  EA.  Based  on  this  review,  it  is  determined  that  the  Proposed  Action  with  the  required 
stipulations  would  not  have  a significant  impact  on  the  environment  and  that  an  EIS  will  not  be  required. 
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ANALYSIS  OF  IMPACT  ON  PRIVATE  PROPERTY 


with  stini.S.w^  tatU?S  (87'4'476’  MCA)  re^uire  that  9ame  farm  licenses  may  be  denied  or  issued 
?*P  fuVen  ynacceptable  threat  of  escape  of  captive  game  farm  animals  and  to  prevent 
_ 9 farm  th  f 0McnS/ffety  °f  the  general  Public  and  surrounding  landowners  and  by  the  shooting  of 
Artinn  !nri  !"atS',  MEPA  requires  FWP  to  identify  and  analyze  environmental  impacts  of  the  Proposed 
and  potential  mitigation  measures.  MEPA,  as  revised  by  Senate  Bill  231  of  1995,  also  requires 

estahikhm0  impact  °n  private  ProPerty  of  regulatory  actions,  such  as  denial  of  a permit  or 

25  2™ "J C°nPlt,ons  (75-1-201,  MCA).  The  Environmental  Quality  Council  (EQC)  has 
established  procedural  guidelines  to  implement  these  requirements.  The  analysis  provided  in  the  Draft 
la  was  prepared  in  accordance  with  implementation  guidance  issued  by  the  EQC. 


wh^hi^n’ the  P]Vat?-  Pr0perty  Assessment  Act  (2-10-101,  MCA,  et  seq.)  requires  agencies  to  determine 
whether  proposed  actions  by  the  State  of  Montana  have  "taking  or  damaging  implications"  such  as  to 

to Z °l  PnVate  Pr°Perty  in  Vi°iati0n  °f  the  Unit6d  States  or  Montana  constitutions  and, 
haUhe^ assessment  to  determine  the  likelihood  that  a state  or  federal  court  would  hold 
that  the  action  is  a taking  or  damaging,  to  review  alternatives,  and  to  determine  the  estimated  cost  of 

checkhstS1o°assiLnt  aoen?3™6  T \ T*  ACt’  the  att°mey  9enera'  haS  PrePared  guidelines,  including  a 
checklist,  to  assist  agencies  in  identifying  and  evaluating  actions  with  taking  or  damaging  implications 


The  Draft  EA  contains  FWP’s  completed  checklist  with  respect  to  the  stipulations 
preferred  alternative  and  has  found  that  the  preferred  alternative  does  not  have 
implications  and  that  an  impact  assessment  is  not  required. 


recommended  in  the 
taking  or  damaging 


PERSONS  RESPONSIBLE  FOR  PREPARING  THE  EA  AND 
RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS 


Fish,  Wildlife  & Parks 

Lennie  Buhmann,  Game  Warden 
Fish,  Wildlife  & Parks,  Region  7 
HC  8,  Box  241 
Broadus,  Montana  59317 
Phone  (406)  436-2172 

Greg  Risdahl,  Wildlife  Biologist 
Fish,  Wildlife  & Parks,  Region  7 
HC  40,  Box  214 
Olive,  Montana  59343 
Phone  (406)  554-3573 

Mike  Moore,  Game  Warden 
Fish,  Wildlife  & Parks,  Region  7 
P.O.  Box  1630 
Miles  City,  Montana  59301 
Phone  (406)  232-0917 

Tim  Feldner 
Fish,  Wildlife  & Parks 
Enforcement  Division 
P.O.  Box  200701 
Helena,  Montana  59620 
Phone  (406)  444-4039 


Maxim  Technologies,  Inc. 

Daphne  Digrindakis,  Project  Manager 
Doug  Rogness,  Hydrologist 
James  Colgrove,  GIS  and  Graphics 
Chris  Cronin,  Environmental  Scientist 


FaunaWest  Wildlife  Consultants 
Craig  Knowles,  Wildlife  Biologist 
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